
City Council of Peachtree City
Minutes of Meeting
February 18, 2010

7: 00 p. m.

The City Council of Peachtree City met Thursday, February 18, 2010, in the City Hall Council
Chambers. Mayor Don Haddix called the meeting to order at 7: 00 p.m. Council Members

present: Vanessa Fleisch, Erik Imker, Kim Leamard, and Doug Sturbaum.

Announcements. Awards. Snecial Recoenition
Reserve Officers Phil Jones and Eric Semon were sworn in by Mayor Haddix. Haddix

recognized January Employee of the Month Kenneth Ralls. Haddix issued proclamations for
World War II Heritage Days and Arbor Day in Peachtree City.

Citizen Comment

Al Yougel of Keep Peachtree City Beautiful reported activity at the drop-off recycling centers

for January. He also reported that there were 663 community service hours for the month.

Aeenda Chanees
There were none.

Minutes

Leamard moved to approve the minutes of the February 2, 2010, workshop as amended and the
February 4, 2010, regular meeting, as presented. Sturbaum seconded. Motion carried

unanimously.

Consent Aeenda

1. Consider Alcohol License - NEW - China Bistro

2. Consider Request to Surplus Public Works Vehicles
3. Consider Budget Amendments - FY 2010

Fleisch moved to approve the Consent Agenda items. Learnard seconded. Motion carried

unanimously.

Old Altenda Items

02- 10- 05 Consider Tree Removal Permit Fee Schedule

Interim Community Development Director David Rast addressed Council, noting that staff had

recommended on February 4 to implement a $ 25 fee for tree removal permits. The amount was

originally recommended in 2004 when the tree removal permit process had been adopted.

Staff had looked at several options, including a single permit to cover all trees to be removed, as

well as a sliding scale fee based on the number of trees to be removed. Staff did not recommend

the latter because staff time was required to process all permits in the same manner regardless of

the number of trees to be removed.
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Rast said staff continued to recommend the $ 25 permit application fee, and said he was available
to answer questions. Haddix noted that they had taken public input on the issue at the last

meeting.

Imker said that, while $25 might not seem like a lot of money, the City had gone for 50 years
without such a fee. He felt the City was searching for new revenue sources rather than

controlling spending. He felt this was the wrong time to implement this type offee.

Learnard noted that there was a cost associated for issuing the permit, and felt staff had done a

good job on presenting the staff costs associated with the service. She had also supported the
idea of giving credit for replanted trees, but upon reflection, felt that would add additional

staffing costs. She thought the item should be continued and considered as part of the budget
discussions over the coming weeks. If the fee were needed to balance the budget, so be it, but

the budget discussions would be ongoing and this topic should be included in those discussions.

Imker said he agreed that the item should be discussed at the City Council Retreat.

Fleisch moved to continue the item for discussion at the City Council Retreat. Imker seconded.

Haddix noted that the City had cut over $4 million in spending to help balance the budget, and

added that charging fees for services was not a new policy. Haddix said they had to consider

whether a service was paid for by all taxpayers or by those receiving the service. Motion carried
3- 2, with Haddix and Sturbaum opposed.

i 01- 10- 15 Consider Hold on Lake Peachtree Multi-Use Path Bridge Expansion Design
Imker said he had requested this item be placed back on the agenda. He noted that the City had

budgeted $ 851, 000 from the 2004 SPLOST. The City had since learned the construction cost

was $ 440,000, the design cost was $ 76,000, and any work to the approaches would be an

additional cost. The City had already spent $ 27, 000 on the design in FY 2009, with an additional

3, 000 spent to date in FY 2010.

In January, Council chose to move forward with a design option. Imker said he could not see

spending additional funding on the bridge, which was a nice " want" versus a need. The City had

two other options for the funding - to use it for path maintenance and repairs or for road

maintenance, both still within the restrictions of the 2004 Special Local Option Sales Tax

SPLOST). The bridge had been in place for over 20 years and would still be in good condition

for 30 more years. He said he would like to place a hold on the design of the bridge and use the

money elsewhere. He did not believe the investment to date in the design would be lost because

the design could still be used at a later time. The City needed the funding now for other

purposes.

Sturbaum said that, with the potential for additional stimulus funding being made available, the

City could take advantage of any funding by completing the design and having the project
shovel- ready." Sturbaum also pointed out the City had removed several projects from the

SPLOST list to save funding, which had accrued approximately $ 1.7 million. He felt moving
forward with the design for this project was important so the City could apply for stimulus

funding.
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Leamard reiterated this discussion was whether to continue the design, and the decision on

moving forward with construction was a later issue. She felt this was a decision on whether to

stop at $ 31, 000 on a $ 76, 000 project or to complete it. Imker emphasized that the $ 31, 000

already spent was in the development of the three proposals, so the actual design cost was

minimal.

Imker moved to approve the hold on the Lake Peachtree Path Bridge expansion design. Haddix
seconded. The motion failed 4- 1 ( Haddix, Sturbaum, Learnard, Fleisch opposed).

New Aeenda Items

02- 10- 06 Public Hearing - Consider Request to Lift Multi- family Moratorium for
Tract 8 ( 4. 8 acres) within Lexington Circle

McMullen said the applicant had requested that this item be continued due to some additional
work they were doing on the location of their project. Sturbaum moved to continue the request.
Leamard seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

02- 10- 07 Public Hearing - Consider Variance Request for Telecommunications Tower
at 403- A Dividend Drive

Tim Powers, the applicant, addressed Council and said he was bringing back a request for a cell
tower on his property in the Industrial Park. Powers reviewed the towers in Peachtree City ( a

copy of the presentation is included in the official meeting file). Powers said he had requested a

variance three years ago for the same location. At that time, he had been told that the airport
overly district precluded him from having a tower. He said there were approximately 30 square
miles in this zone, and there were already towers in the area. He also showed the ordinance and

what was required to install a tower under the ordinance adopted in 1998.

Powers contended that precedence had already been set by allowing the other towers. He

brought in the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) letter that did not oppose the tower. He

said he had as good a site as was available in the City for a new tower, with the zoning already in

place, and in compliance with how the City had been designed.

The site was adjacent to the railroad, in the industrial park, and screened from public view by
trees. It had the utilities and a paved road accessing the site. He noted that the Tiernan &

Patrylo tower, which was approved after the ordinance was adopted in 1998, exceeded the height
he was proposing and was closer to the airport. Powers said the City needed additional towers

and felt that his tower was not a safety issue. He asked where Council preferred to locate towers.

Rast then presented the staff opinion, noting that the request was not an application for a new

tower, but was a variance request to the height limitations within the Airport Protection Zone

identified within the Airport zoning district.

Rast said the tower was proposed for the back corner of the site. The existing ordinance required
that tower facilities, including the fenced area at the base of the tower, must be set back 50 feet

from any non-residential property line. The design showed the location approximately 24 feet
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from one property line and only six or seven feet from another property line. The tower could be
shifted to meet the setback requirenients.

The ground elevation of the tower would be at 836 feet above sea level, and the top of the tower

would be at 1, 001 feet above sea level. Rast noted that the Airport zoning district had a series of

overlays relating to height. This tower would be in a zone with a height restriction of 958 feet
above sea level. The request extended into the restricted air space by 45 feet.

Rast confirmed that telecommunications towers were permitted within the General Industrial

zoning district, which this property was, but the property also fell within the Airport Protection
Zone, which was established to protect the air space and runway zone of the airport.

Rast clarified that the letter from the FAA was not approval, but was acknowledgement that the
tower encroached into the Airport Protection Zone. He added that the Peachtree City Airport
Authority ( PCAA) did not support the tower encroachment into the air space. The City also
received a letter from the Department of Transportation ( DOT) to the PCAA regarding
encroachments into the approach zone.

Rast said staff was recommending that Council deny the variance due to the PCAA' s

recommendation and because it would set a precedent for future towers as the City was working
to identify appropriate locations for towers.

Rast clarified that the Tieman & Patrylo tower did encroach into the zone, and staff would be

following up with them about that issue. Staff would also be requesting documentation of the

height of the tower on Fulton Court.

Robert Brown spoke in favor of the variance, saying the City needed cell phone towers. The

only place they could be built was in the Industrial Park, but that was precluded by the Airport
Zone. He asked where else they could go, and said that, since there were already towers in the

protection zone, this tower should be allowed. He understood this tower was not in a

landing/takeoff approach, so would not pose a safety issue.

Jeff Whatley said the zone was in place for safety, especially if a pilot was slightly off on their

approach. He said he wanted a tower, but at a lower height.

Juan Matute asked about potential liability if a plane hit the tower and wanted to ensure the City
would be protected.

Brian Dingivan asked if the zones extended into Coweta County, and if the City could stop
Coweta from infringing in them.

Aviation Director John Crosby addressed Council and said the PCAA opposed the variance.

Since 2004, the Authority had opposed anything that imposed on the zones. They did not oppose
industries or towers, but those projects needed to abide by the height limits that protected the air

space. He said the FAA obstructions division had a clause that noted it was up to the local
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sponsor to protect the air space aroUnd an airport. Crosby said that, as far as liability, the issue

was moot as long as everyone stayed within the restrictions imposed.

Haddix closed the public hearing and asked the City Attorney if the overlay extended into

Coweta. City Attorney Ted Meeker said it did not, but the Authority could object to anything

that infringed on the air space.

Sturbaum asked about the expiration of the FAA letter in 2007. Powers said he had requested an

update, but had come to the City first. He said the last time he requested the letter, it took 18

months.

Learnard asked whether the project would need one or two variances. Rast said this variance

request was strictly for the encroachment into the air space. Staff had identified a separate

encroachment into the required setbacks, but felt the location of the tower could be shifted to

address the setback requirements.

Haddix asked if there were a need for a cell tower in this location. Rast said the only thing staff

had received relating to a tower in this location was the request for the variance. The

telecommunications ordinance required that applicants provide a study showing a need and the

various carriers on the tower, but that was a later step in the process. The applicant would have

to submit that before the tower was approved. The previous request for a tower at this location

had T-Mobile as the primary carrier, and Rast said he had not heard from them about the site.

This area was not in any of the search rings presented by the carriers for areas needing additional

coverage.

Robert Brown said that his recollection of the previous weak signal areas, this tower would help

cover part of a low signal area.

Haddix said his biggest concern was the City's effort to eliminate precedents, and he was

reluctant to set new precedents.

lInker noted that he was the Council liaison to the Airport Authority. He was sympathetic to Mr.

Power' s request, but the issue was the safety of the airport. lmker felt that requirements for

takeoffs and landings would change, and this would add another obstacle for a pilot.

Fleisch moved to deny the variance. Irnker seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

CounciI/Staff Tonics

McMullen updated Council on several construction projects, saying that work had begun

Tuesday, February 16, on the Flat Creek bridge approaches and should be completed around

March 4, depending on the weather. Work was also progressing on the CSX bridge approaches,

which were on target for completion by March 16. McMullen continued that Council would be

discussing another segment of the necessary right- of-way for the PaschalllWillowbend tunnel

connections in executive session that evening, and bids for the project had gone out with a goal

of Council awarding a contract on March 4. The SR 54 East landscaping project should finish




